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REMARKS 



1. The Office Action states, in Section 2, that: 

Claims 2, 3, 9, 10-12, 14-17, and 21-25 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gross et 
al. (US 5, 033, 150) . 

Applicant has amended independent claims 2 and 21. Claims 2, 3, 9, 
10-12, 14-17, and 21-25 are now pending and are patentable based 
on the following reasons. 

a) Manual floss holder of claims 2 and 21 has been further 
characterized as having on its second end a shaft that has a 
shape and length for easy grasp and manipulation with 
fingers , and wherein said manual floss holder is readily 
used for manual dental flossing . 

b) The amendment on claims 2 and 21 has more explicitly defined 
the manual floss holder by its structure (i.e. having a 
shaft for easy grasp and manipulation with fingers) and 
function (i.e. readily used for manual dental flossing). 

c) The amended claims have thus defined a manual floss holder 
that is explicitly distinct from the floss holder of Gross 
et al in structure and in functions. 

d) The above amendment is consistent with and equivalent to the 
previous claims of a manual floss holder having a shaft for 
user to grasp, and thus no new issues are raised. 

e) The above amendment is fully supported by description of the 
application and, hence, no new matter is added. For 
verification, please refer to the following descriptions: 



i. The present invention contemplates to combine a 
popular manual floss holder into a motorized flosser *** 
(first sentence of Abstract) . 

ii. The shaft 740 has a shape and length for easy grasp 
and manipulation with fingers (Paragraph 0044, first 
sentence) . 
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iii. Typically, a manual floss holder 700 has a total 
length of about 50 to 80 mm (Paragraph 0044, second 
sentence) . 



In comparison, floss holder (2) of Gross et al is obviously not 
to characterize as a manual floss holder. The floss holder (2) 
of Gross et al does not have a long shaft "for easy grasp and 
manipulation with fingers''. The attachment element (10a) and the 
coupler (10) of Gross et al do not provide the structure and 
strength to hold a manual floss holder of 50 - 80mm long. 
Moreover, the floss holder (2) of Gross et al is not intended to 
use as a manual floss holder for manual flossing. Therefore, 
adapting a manual floss holder into a motorized flosser produces 
a new and unexpected result to the teaching of Gross et al. 

Indeed, adapting a popular manual floss holder into a motorized 
flosser is a new and surprising feature of the present invention. 
Popular manual floss holder has established its acceptance in the 
market, and its usefulness is readily recognized. Adapting such 
a popular manual floss holder into a motorized flosser will 
increase its operation speed, and thus increase its effectiveness 
and usefulness. Meanwhile, by adapting a popular manual floss 
holder, the usefulness of the motorized flosser can be easily 
recognized and appreciated by consumers. Also the learning time 
for manipulating the motorized flosser can be minimized for those 
customers who are familiar with using the manual floss holder. 

Based on the above reasons, the amended claims 2 and 21 shall 
overcome the obviousness rejection over Gross et al (US 
5,033,150). Dependent claims 3, 9, 10-12, 14-17, and 22-25 shall 
be patentable pending on the merit of the amended claims 2 and 21. 



2. The Office Action states, in Section 3, that: 
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Claims 13 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Gross et al (US 5,033,150) in view 
of Rufo (US 5, 361, 446) . 

Claims 13 and 26 are dependent claims and shall be patentable 
pending on the merit of the amended claims 2 and 21, respectively. 

3. The Office Action states, in Section 4, that: 

Claims 18, 27, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Gross et al (US 5,033,150) in 
view of Lev et al (US 6,889,892). 

Claims 18, 27, and 28 are dependent claims and shall be 
patentable pending on the merit of the amended claims 2 and 21. 

In summary, Applicant gratefully acknowledges Examiner's detailed 
explanations in the Final Office Action. Applicant has answered 
every issue raised in the Final Office Action and has amended 
claims 2 and 21 to be further distinct from the cited prior art. 
Applicant would respectfully request entry of the proposed 
amendment and request reconsideration and allowance of the 
amended claims. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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